reflects   that  the respondent was   served with   26  section
104Ca)   citations  and two section 107(a)   orders.     Two  of  the
citations  listed   (2240701  and  2240702)   are the subject of the
instant  proceedings.     The print-out reflects   that  the respon-
dent has  been assessed civil  penalties   in the  amount  of
$4,589,   for  the  listed violations,   and that  it  has  made civil
penalty assessment payments  in the amount of   $2,188 through
August  14,   1985.

During  the course of the hearing,   Inspector  Sanders
stated  that  the respondent has been previously charged with
"many more"   violations  for  defective  brakes  on  its  equipment
<Tr.   122).     Mr.  Sanders  stated that  it was his   "recollection"
that he  issued  two additional  orders   for  defective  brakes  at
the  time of  his  inspection,  but  since he did not bring  his
file to the  hearing,   he could not substantiate  this   (Tr.   123).
The  print-out reflects  two prior  section 107(a)   orders  for
violations  of mandatory standard section 56.9003,   for  which
the  respondent paid $1,200  in civil penalty assessments '($600
for  each order).     Mr.   Sanders  believed that  these prior viola-
tions  concerned a different loader  and a  haul  truck   (Tr.   124).

I  conclude  and find  that  the respondent's  overall  compli-
ance record  is  not such as  to warrant any additional   increases
in  the  civil  penalty assessments  made by me in these  proceed-
ings.     However,   in  view of  the two prior  imminent danger
orders   for   inadequate brakes  on  its mobile equipment,   I
believe that  the respondent needs to pay closer attention  to
its  equipment maintenance program,   particularly with  respect
to  the  brakes  on  its  mobile equipment.     I  have taken these
prior  violations   into account in assessing the  civil  penalty
for  the brake violation which  has been affirmed in  Docket Wo.
CENT   86-14-M.

Good Faith Abatement

I  conclude and find that all  of  the violations  were sub-
sequently abated  in  good faith by the respondent.

Gravity

I  conclude and find  that reporting violation   (No.   2241214)
was  non-serious.     I  conclude and find that the grounding cita-
tion   (No.   2240701)   and the testing violation   (No.   2240702)   were
both  serious  violations.     Failure to ground the  electrical  cir-
cuits   in  question presented a shock hazard to  mine personnel.
Had  the  respondent conducted the required tests,   there  is  a
strong  probability that  it  would have detected the  lack  of
grounding and thus  avoided the hazard.

426ting  (Tr.  115).
